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RE: Comments on Revised Dreft OU-1 Remadml Investigation Report, Alameda Point, dated
Septemmber 3, 1998; Resolution to EPA Commments Draft OU] Rl for Alameda Point,

September 10, 1958
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Dear Ms. McFadden:

U.S.EPA staff have reviewed the sbove referenced documents, The revised draft R
Report is # significent improvement over the previous version, and we appreciate the efforts by
the Navy and Nn_ry’s contractors to meet with the regulators and engage in the discussions that
have Lci;o these improvements, We are pleased that so many of our comments and suggestions
have incorporated into this document, We commend the Navy for being coo i
many portions of the Revised Draft. v § sooperative for 30

There erc stll some major concems that aged resolwtion, which are presented in the
attached comments. However, we feel that the OUl RI chon can move forward to Drafl Final,

if these comments are addressed.

if you have questions, please call us at (41 5)744-2396 or (415)744-2367.

an Sver

Remedial Project Manager

Lo P> Lok

Anna-Marie Cook
Remedial Project Manager

Sincerely,

Attachments (2)
cc:  See pext page
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ce! Mary Rose Cassa, D1SC ' \ ,

Steve Edde, Alameda Pt,
. Patricig McFadden, EFA West

- Elizabeth Johnson, ARRA’
Ken Kloc, RAB
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U.S5. EPA Comimpents on
Revnsed Draft OU-1 Remedial Investigation Report
Alaméda Point
dated September 3, 1998

General Comments: |

1.

EPA has consistently stated on many occasions that the Remedial Investigation must
evaluate risk under the residential usc scenario at ail sites to determine the need fora
remedy. Evalusting the residential soenario in the RI does not necessarily result in clean-
up to r;:sidentinl standards. A remedy may be an institutional control such as a deed
restriction, or an achion such a2 treatment or removal of cantaminents, Plapmed reuse is

. yelevantto consider when evalusting remiedial alternstives in the Feasibility Study (FS)

Repon, but is hot relevant in determining whether a gite should be carried into the FS

" Phase of the CERCLA process,

Therefore, the results of the risk assessment for residential sr.enano should be presented
it Volumne ! and included in the diacussion for all sites, including Sites 15 and 16. The
calculations may be included in an Appendix. The RI currently presents the results of the
residential usc scenario for Sites 15 and 16 as Attachment 2 of Appendix D. This is very
curnbersome for the reader, as it requires copsulting two separate volumes to fully

evaluate the site,

“Dual mcking" hes niot beer: fairly imp!:mentcd in this document, 83 the more
conservative DT8C/Region IX risk estimates are not prezented alongside the Navy risk
estimates in Volume |. In addition, the reason for dual-tracking has not been adequately
cxplained, and the reader comes away with the impression that the Navy risk estimates

address EPA Region IX’s concerns.

EPA does not concur that the Navy calculations are based on EPA Headquarters

guidance with teapect to the soil inhaletion pathwey. EPA Headquarters guidance is
implemented through the Regions, and Region IX does not agree with the Navy at
Alameda’s interpretation of EPA Headquerters puidance. Therefore, the QUL RI may not
refer to the Navy celcnlations as EPA Hesdquerters calculations, It should be noted thai
Alameda Point is the only base which has ¢lected to mteszEt EPA Headguarters guidance
in this manner, All other federal and private facilities in Region IX use repicnal
methodology in conducting human health :isk Assessments, -

EPA supports DTSC's risk eslimates, This is because the DTSC methodology is
consistent with the Region IX methodology and it is appropriate to use the more stringeant
State toxicity values for chemicals with both Federal and State toxicity values. EPA has
not reviewed the Navy's risk calculauons in the Revised Draft..
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As already stated in otr original comments, Region IX's prafarence is to presznt only one
risk estimste in the Remedial Investigation Reports &t Alameda Point. Dual-vacking was .
the “'resolution” reached for the Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS), but we hed hoped
that Remedial Investigation Reports would present only one st of risk estimates, The
dual-tracking epproach is cumbersome and has not provided any benefit to the Navy,
agencies, or community in the EBS Process. It is in the best interests of all partics to use

. asingle risk estimate based on the most conservative methodology and toxicity values.

EPA will agree to dual-tracking, if the Navy inaiats. Howevet, the presentation of dusl
values must be fairly, with both risk sstirmates presented side-by-side in Volume ], so that
they can be easily compared. In the cvent of a significant difference in the two estimates,

the agencies will use the DTSC risk estimate for making decisions.

3, The staternent that domestic groundwater usc st Alameda Point is improbable is not
relevant as a justification for no action. The proundwater fits the federa) definition of a
potential drinking water source and, because of the clessification, needs to have domestic
use eveluated as & potential exposure pathway (which has been dope). 1f the risk is
sufficiently high, then some sort of remedy will need to be put in place; if the risk is
sufficiently Jow, then a remedy for groundwater is not necessary. Making guesses as 10
the liksly use of the groundwater in the future does not affect the risk levels or the

‘classification. It is next to impossible to predict human acﬁvity in the future,

4. The Executive Summary should provide a reader-friendly “snapshot” of ecach site which
summarizes, pernaps in tabular form, the sources, conceptual site model, human health
risk estimates.(both DTSC/EPA Region IX and Navy cstimates), eculogmal risk, COCs,
and zny other information that would provide s good picture of the site.

Spetific Comments:

1 Executive Summasry, P. ES-2, Paragraph 3. The results of the DTSC/EPA Region [X
HHRA should be summarizad, in addition to the Nevy's HHRA, a5 per the “dual
tracking” agreement. In addition, the results of the regidentia! use rikk estimates should
be sumnmarized and discussed, since this is the relevant exposure scenario for deteomining

_ if further ax:hon ia needed.

Based o DTSC/EPA Region IX risk estimstes, three sites in OU1 (Siter 7, §, and 15).
should be considered for further action, since estimates of total risk exceed the 10E-4 to
10E-6 visk renge. Sites 6 and 16 fall within the risk range and miy be considered Por risk
management with sufficient justification, The Nevy, using its own risk estimates, has
identified only Sire 7 for further action. ‘

2. Chapter 5, pp. 5-2 to $-3. This section shonld fully explain the sgreernent reached by
the ugencies to”dual track” the risk assessment, with EPA Reglon IX supporting the
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" DTSC risk estimates for purposes of decmon-mnkmg 1t is insccurate to state thae the
Navy/EPA HQ represents EPA federal guidance with incorporation of EPA Region 9
methodologies, given the uaresolved dispute regarding the s0i) inbealation pathway. See

gencral Cornment No. 2

3. Section §.1.5, p. $-17. The first paragraph summarizes uncertainties associated with
toxicity values, but only briefly mentions umceriainties associated with the lack of toxicity
values, Since this uncertainty is the reason for dual-tracking, the impact of this
uncerteinty should be described in greater detaf] (i.e. for which pathways/chemicals will

risk or-HIs be underestimeted?).

4, Section 5.2.4, pg. 524 spd Tables N-1 and N-3. References in support of al] exposure

. parameters should be included in this report, together with a discussjon of how any
factors were modified or derived from the literature information. References for the

“literature-derived” biotransfer factors, site-use fuctors, and other exposure perameters
conld not be Jocated within the document, These references and discussion should appear
in the RI even if they were already prescnted in the work plan,

5, Section 5.2.4, pg- 5-24, The Navy must clearly pzesent the procedure used for allometric
| conversion of the Toxicity Reference Values developed by the Navy and the U.S. EPA
W Region 9 B1olog:cal Technical Assistance Group (BTAG). It is not posgible to determine
if the conversion has been done in a manner accepiable to EPA's Biological Technical

Advisory Grovp (BTAG).

6. Section 5.2.4, pp. 5-24 to 8.25, For the estimation of HQ,, the assumptions of the high
end of & receptor’s ingestion rate and the low end of a receptor’s body weight
theoretically produce the most conservative risk ¢stimate. However, if the low end
weight is associated with e juvenile individual, theo the use of a hiph end ingestion rate is
likely to-be completely wuealistiv and overly conservative. Whers I-IQ2 values greeter
then 1 are encountered, the Navy could best address this issue by carrying the entire
bazard quotient analysis through the beginning of Step 3 of the US EPA Superfund
ecological risk assessment procees (US EPA 1997). At the start of Step 3, hazard
quotients may be reevaluated using more realistic assumptions. A reasonable approach
would be to calculute & range of hezard quotients separately for juveniles and breeding
and non-breeding adults using appropriate body weights and exposure factors for each
group. These hazard quotients would be calculated using the range of exposure point
copcentrations from the site. Using this approach, each contaminant of concern could be
considered independently and, if below the critical lavel, dropped from fartier

consideration.

Site 6
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2. Section 6.1.3. The site conceptual model should include a discussion of the effects of the
.sheet piling on the northern edge of the seaplane lagoon on the groundwater flow for Site
8,

5. .Section 6.1.5.2. Agein, the impect ffom the sheet piling south of Site § on groundwator
flow directiona and gradients should be discussed here,

9, Section 6.1.6.2 and Figurc 6-1j. The VOC plume described in this seetion and shown
on the figure does not address the area downgradient of the washpnd, psint strippiog tank
and oil/water separator aree. Since this area is a likely source of solvent contamination

-and groundwater flow in this ares is southeast, some follow-up sampling should be
conducted dowpgradient (o determine whether this aren 1s & source. The hit of 1,2-DCE
downgradient in well M06-0 may be the edge of the plume originating from the washped
ares. Have concentrations of 1,2-DCE decreased over time? The statement is made that
they have not increased and therefore it is unlikely that there is & continuing source.

. However, the argument would be far more eompelling if the concentrations were

decreasing.
Site 7 .

10.  Section 6.2, Brst pavagraph. The last sentence should 2lso mention that a cerwash

' operated 2t Szte 7. This was noted during & recent site visit, during which painted words
on the concrete, indicating the location of the carwash, ware observed. In addition, the
site conceptual model should consider the car wash as e potential source of

" contamivation.
11.  Tabie 6:2b. What sediments (ay opposed to soils) were sampleﬁ in 1994 (CTO 280)?

12.  Figure 6.2d. ‘This figure shows only two of the four geologic 1mits at the sitc. Please
consider including the sccond water bearing zone in the fence diagram, as this is
frequently referred 10 in the text and is contaminated.

13. Suhon 6.2.1, 4th paragraph Why was soil removed from UST 459-7 pit to a depth of
2 feet? Was no cottamination found below this depth or was it an arbitrary decision with
- possible contanilnation left in place'?

14.  Seection 6.2.3, second paragraph. This paragraph should also describe the storm drain
0s 4 potential exposure pathway to ecological receptors in Scaplane Lagoon.

15.  Section 6.2.3. It is stated that fiuel could percolate to the groundwater from the tanks. In
Section 6.2.2 !t is stated that groundwater is at 2.5 10 4 feet bgs, Would this mean that
parts of some tanks are situated beneath the water table? This fact would modify the site
conceptual mode] soppewhat and account for the high levejs of BTEX ssen in the
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mundwatir samples.

16, Section 6.2.5.2. It is stated that proundwater from this site discharges 1o an off-site
drainage ditch along Main Streei (outside the fence line), which discherges via a pump
stationt 10 the Bay. Section 6.2.2.2 does not assess this pathway for contaminatad
groundwater to the Bay when cvaluating fate and transport mechanisms. Please include
this pathway in the evaluation, 2nd also evaluate any potential threats to human hesith
end ecological receptors from exposure 1o soils or sarface water in the drainage ditch. In
view of the migration of contamineted groundwater and soil vapor anto non-Navy
property, iinmediate action to control migration should be considered.

17.  Section 6.2.5.2. parugraph 6. The statement that hydraulic communication between the
FWHBZ and the SWBZ ia minime} is not borne out because BTEX contamination js
present in the SWBZ (see Sechion 6.2.6.3). The vertica) gradient is downward because
BTEX is lighter then water and would pot preferentially sink 1o the SWBZ. Remediation
of the grountdwater at this site must take into sccount the lack of an adequate hydraulic
betrier between: the two zopes.

18, . Section 6.2.5.2 and Figur.n 6-2a. The groundwater flow direction show in Figure 6-2a
does ot ssem to correspond to the flow directions given in the basewide potentiometric
surface map (Figwre 2-14d).  Please resolve and report the reason for this discrepancy.

w 19,  Section 6.2.6., p, 6-35. The data for this gite is very o}d (80i] vapor date was collected in
' " 1991). Ttis likely that additiona) sampling will be nceded to select an appropnate

remedy.

20, BSection 6.2.6.2 ‘and Section 6.2.3.1. Toe cluster of higb.lead hits et Site 7 indicates a
rclease of some kind. Since the levels are well above the levels reraediated at Slie 15 and

18, EPA recommends performing a small removal action to eliminete the hot spot.
j

Site 8

21. F:EZBI;RI 6.3b. The drawing of the site conceptual model does not labe! the pesticide
~ gtorage shed or show the separaios pits. Please revise to emphasize these polential
BOUTCES,

22.  Section 6.3.3. Based on observations made during a recent site visit, there are two
separator pits Within the courtyard, not one. Please revise to address pomnuﬂ
contamination from both separetor pits.

23.  Section 6.3.6.2 and Section 6.3.9.2. Include the fuel line removal informatiox to give s

better explanation of the contaminant source for this site in the draft final RI. In addition,
show the locstion of the fuel line in the conceprual site mode] snd vevise Figure 6-3 to
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include data from the fuel line remaval projest,

24.  Section 6.3.10. Since the oil/water separator pit is one likely source of contamination at
Site 8, it would be useful to have groundwater dete. taken near the pit. Also, soil samples
raken directly benesth the pit would determine whether this area was an ongoing source

" ornot.

Site 18

25.  Section 6.4.7.1 and Section 6.4.9.1 and Section 6.4.10.2. What is the explazsation for
the high lead levels clustered outside the northern fencelike on the site? Why was lead
dropped as = site specific contaminant from soil when listing items to'be conzidered in
determining risk? Given that It was considered appropriate to conguet a removal action
on e {arge portion of Site 15 for just such a lerd problem, it does not make sense to say
that lead i not a problesn in an area immediately adjacent 1o the removal action area,

26.  Section 6.4.9.1. Jtis stated thet proundwater exposurcs pathways ars incomplete for this
site because the-types of activities that may occur do not involve domestic groundwater
use. This statement is ipcorrect in two ways, Firstly, future use st the site does not
determine exposure pathways for groundwater ~ the criteris for groundwater clagsification
(.e. T'S and yield) ere used. Secondly, exposure pathways such as derme] contaet and
inbselation are present for construction worker, occupational and, possibly, recreational
scenarjos. Digging into the groundwater in the course of construction work, using
groundwater for irrigational or industrial purposes, usiug it for artificial ponds and
fountains are all potennal exposure pathways that exist in additicn to those presented by
domestic use. Please rovise this section.

27,  Section 6.4, pp. 6-85 through 6-108, It is not possible 1o determine if the initial
sczesmng evaluation of the Bite 15 soils (within the designated site borders) vaing o and
HQ, ia acceptable, in light of Commante 4, 5, and 6. However, the Navy’s approach to
the PCB, DDT and lead contamination present in the s0il represented by samples S15-56
through §15-62 {s unacceptable. Thesa cantaminants are 8l} bioaccumulative and so
require special attention. The Navy should evaluate the cantaminant concentrations at
these sampling pomts as & source of bioaccumulative compounds to both terrestrial

receptors and marine receptors in the Inner Harbor. Furthermore, even if sampling points
§15-56 through 815-62 are beyond the site boundary and not related to Site 15 activiries,
contsmination at these points must be addressed, as these indicate arelease that poses a
theat to humen health and the environment.
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Attachment

" Re: - Response to Navy’s "Reso]ut:on 10 EPA Comments, Draft OU1 RI for Alameda Point”;
dated 10 Sépr 98. .

Ge‘ncr_a! Comments:

1. This documem refers to individuals in many different ways. Examples are: Lyan Suer,-
LS, Dr. James Polisini, M, ‘fom Lanpher, Sophia. Sophia Serda is repeatedly rederred o
© by first name only (p. 4 of 4), and is the only person referred 1o in this manner. This is

not appropriate,

In the future, all individuals should be referred to by first and last name, . If additions]
designetions such &s “Dr. or Mr.” are used, they should be used consmtantly for ali

persons 1o whom they apply.

2. In the future responses 10 comments should first state the reviewer's comment, then give
the Navy’s response. This is the procedure typicelly used, and is far more convenient
than having to flip betwesn documents. To facilitate this our comments ‘on the Draft
Final OU-1 RI are being sent electronicelly, as well as-by mail.

' Lynn Suer's Commenis '

1. The Navy's response does not capture the agreement that was made during the 4/25/98
meeting. EPA did not agres that the residential use scenerio conld be included in an
appendix, separate froxn the main body of the text. Further, EPA did not agree to
disregard the residential use scenario in the evaluation of sites for which other land uses
(.8, recreationel) have been plarmed, Rather, EPA has consistently stated on many
oceasions that the Remedial Investigarion must evalusts risk under the residentisl use
scensrio gt all sites to determine the need for a remedy. A remedy may be an institutional
control such a3 & deed restriction, or an setjion such as treatment of removal of
contaminants. Othet proposed land use scenarios are relevant when evaluating remedial
altematives in the Feasibility Study (FS) Report, but are not relevent in detexmining

* whether a site should be catried into the F8 Phese of the CERCLA process,

Evaluating the residential scenario in the RI does not necessaxily result ip cleap-up io
residential standards. A remedy will be required if the site is pot suitable for unrestricted
(residential) use. However, the remedy may be a deed restriction, fencing or other
institutione] control. The goal of the remedy will be established in Remedial Action
Objectives. A range of alternative remedies will be considered in the FS Report.

November 6, 1998 : ' o1
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Therefore, the results of the risk assessment for residential scenario should be presented
in Volumne 1 and included in the discussion for all sites, including Sites 13 and 16. The
calculations ruay be included in an Agppendit. The Rl currently presents the results of the
residential use scenario for Sites. 15 and 16 as Attachment 2 of Appendix D. This is very
cumbersome for the reader, as it requires consulting two separate volumes to fully
evaluate the site. .

2, Concur,

Although we agreed t0 postpone consideration of ground water migration through storm
drains until the QU4 Rl report, it would be more efficient to consider these impacts in
planning the repeir and/or replacement of the storm drains. A Stormdrain Study Report
was dug¢ on 10/23/98. It may be TECEssAry to accelerate consideration of scological
impacts diie to ground.water migration in order to completely seview this report, In
addition, postponement may hold up transfer of property where stormdrains need repair.

1Ly

4, Concur

5. This response would be more complete if it pointed out that for most, if not all of the
QU1 sites, there are only four quarters 1994.95 ground weater monitoring data. This very
limited data sct hes been supplemented with more recent sampling events, but the more
recent data have not been included in this Remedia] Investigation Report. These
additional date showld be evaluated prior to developing a Feasibility Study Report. as they
may affect the remedy selection.

6. Concur
1. Concur
8. Concwr
9. Concur
10.  Concur
11.  Conewr
12,  Concur
13, Concur
14, Conour

15. We ackaowledge that the Navy feels the ARARS in the deaft Rl are spgciﬁc. However,
chemica! and location-gpecific ARARs can only be delermined site by site. As already
stated, EPA snomeys will et review ARARs until they are presanted in the Feumbtl:ty
Study Report. -

November 6, 1998_
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16. . Concur
17. Concwr
18, Coneur. .

15, Itisnot nnusual to jdentify data gaps during the Feasibility Study or RD/RA phases of the
CERCLA clean-up process, The Nevy should be prepared to conduct additional f:ald
work if it is needed for the selection or design of remedies.

l\?l:ark--Filiplni'fii.Coxn_monu, GENERAL -

1. Concur’ .
2. Concur
3. Concur
4, Cencur’
5, . Comewr

Mark Filipini; SPECIFIC |

Concur
Concur
Concur
Concur

bl o 2

Ned Black’s Commients
1. .Concu:
. 2. Conewr
3 Corieur
4, Although theae comments epecifically eddress the rizk assessment for Site 14, thay apply
to all sites 2t Alameda Point which pose potential risk to scological receptors (¢.g. Site

15). Therefors, the Nevy's response 1o this commetits, which essentiaily defers
_ discusgion of the issues to a later time, is not adequate.

Sophia Serdaf’u Comments

1. This response needs révision to accurately reflect the resolution that was reached. Fitst,
EPA does not concur that the Navy calculations are based on EFA Headquarters guidunce
with respect to the soil Inhalation pathwey. EPA Headguarters guidance is implemented

November 6, 1998 o 3
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‘through the Regions, and Region IX does not agree with the Navy at Alameda’s
interpreistion of EPA Headquarters guidance, Therefore, the OUl RI may not refer to the
Navy calculations as EPA Headquarters calculations. It shonld be noted that Alemeda
Point is the otily base which has elected 1w Interpret ERA Headquarters guidance in this
muanner.. Al other federal and private facilities in Region IX use regional mcthadology in
conducting human health risk assessments.

Sccond, the resolution should state that EPA Bupports DTSC’s risk estimates, This is
because the DTSC methodology is consistent with the Reglon IX methodology and it is
epproprinte 10 use the more stringent State toxicity valaes for chemicals with both Federsi
and State toxicity values. EPA will not be reviewing the Navy’s risk calewdations.

As elready stated in our original comments, Region [X's preference is {0 present only one
risk estimate in the Remedis] Investipation Reports at Alerueds Point. Dual tracking was
the “resclution” reached for the Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS), but we had hoped
that Remedial Investigation Reponts would present only one set of risk eatimstes, The
dust tracking approech is cumbersome and has 5ot provided any benefit to the Navy,
agencies, of community in the EBS Process. It is in the best interests of zll parties to use
a single risk éstimate based on the most copservative methodology and toxicity values.

) EPA will agree to “dual tracking"”, if the Navy insists. However, the presemtation of dual
o values must be fairly, with both risk estimates presented side-by-side in Volume 1, so that
they can be casily compered. In the event of » significant difference in the two estimates,
. the sagencies will use the DTSC risk estimate for making decisions.

Concur
Concur
Contur
Congur
Concur
Concur

. Concur -

L Y

9. Although we have agreed 1o accept risk extimates based on out~of-date toxisity values for
the OU1 RI Report, we geperally support the concept of Incorporating up-to-date toxicity
values, a8 soan &8 they aze available, and expect this will be done for all future RI

Reports.
10, Concur
11,  Consur

November 6, 1998
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12.  Concur
13, Concur
14, Concur

‘ d presentation of total risk, which
5. Asalresdy stated, EPA recommends the caleulation and p
] includes both site- and pon-site related risk. This issue has not vet been resolved,

16 Concur.. However, it would be usefid to include a staternent in the R, 10 the effeot that
" there ase no radiological concems in OUT.

17. Concur
18. Concur
19. Concur

November 6, 199
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Tetra Tech EM Inc.

10670 White Rock Road, Suite 100 ¢ Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 ¢ (916) 852-8300 « FAX (916) 852-0307
October 16, 2000

Mr. Lou Ocampo, PE

Remedial Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
BRAC Operations, Southwest Division
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1100

San Diego, California 92132-5190

Subject: Various Correspondence from Regulatory Agencies for inclusion into the
Administrative Record for the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland
Alameda Facility/Alameda Annex, or Alameda Point, Alameda, California CLEAN
Contract No. N62474-94-D-7609, Contract Task Order No. 271

Dear Mr. Ocampo:
Per your request enclosed is one copy of the following correspondence for your files:

=  Draft Operable Unit (OU)-1 Remedial Investigation (RI) comments from United States Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA), dated April 10, 1998.

Draft OU-1 RI comments from Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC), dated April 15, 1998,

Revised Draft QU-1 RI comments from DTSC, dated November 3, 1998.

Revised Drafi OQU-1 RI comments from EPA, dated November 6, 1998.

EPA Review of Draft Final Marsh Crust Feasibility Study for Alameda Annex and Alameda Naval Air

Station dated February 7, 2000.

e DTSC comments on Draft Final Feasibility Study for the Marsh Crust and Groundwater at the Fleet and
Industrial Supply Center, Oakland Alameda Facility/Alameda Annex and for the Marsh Crust and Former
Subtidal Area at Alameda Point dated February 7, 2000.

e EPA comments on the Action Memorandum for Marsh Crust Time-Critical Removal Actions at East
Housing Area dated March 14, 2000.

¢ EPA Review of Public Draft Record of Decision/Remedial Action Plan for Marsh Crust and Groundwater
at Alameda Annex and Marsh Crust and Former Subtidal Area at Alameda Peint dated July 19, 2000.

Six copies of each correspondence have been forwarded to Ms. Dianne Silva for inclusion into the administrative
record files at Alameda Facility/Alameda Annex or Alameda Point.

If you have any questions, please call me at (916) 853-4512.
Sincerely,
%ﬂ - A /g,%‘b

Mark R. Reisig
Project Manager

Enclosure
ce: Ms. Diane Silva, Navy Information Repository (3 copies of each)
File

TC,0271.10613

contains recycled fiber and is recyclable



& TETRA TECH EM INC.

- TRANSMITTAL/DELIVERABLE RECEIPT

Contract No. N62474-94-D-7609 Document Control No. TC. 0271 . 10613
TO: Mr. Richard Selby, Code 02R1 DATE: 10/16/00
Contracting Officer CTO: 0271
Naval Facilities Engineering Command LOCATION:
Southwest Division Alameda Annex, Alameda

1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1100

San Diegg, CA 92132-5190
FROM: d\.&q ./q(wavﬂ/h"-

Danidl Chow, Program Manager

DOCUMENT TITLE AND DATE:
Various Correspondence from Regulatory Agencies for inclusion into the Administrative Record
for the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland Alameda Facility/Alameda Annex, or

Alameda Point, Alameda, California. Dated October 16,2000 (These documents are forwarded
to Ms. Diane Silva for inclusion into the Alameda Annex or Alameda Point information repository.)

TYPE: [[]  Contractual [] Technical X]  Other.
Deliverable Deliverable
VERSION:  Final REVISION #: NA
(e.g., Draft, Draft Final, Final)
ADMIN RECORD: Yes [X No [] CATEGORY: Confidential ]
SCHEDULED DELIVERY DATE: 10/18/00 ACTUAL DELIVERY DATE: 10/18/00

O = original transmittal form
NUMBER OF COPIES SUBMITTED TO NAVY: O/7C/8E C = copy of transmittal form

E = enclosure

COPIES TO: (Include Name, Navy Mail Code, and Number of Copies)
NAVY: TtEMI: OTHER:
L. Ocampo (06CALO) - File/ Doc. Control
O/1E iC/1E
D. Silva (4dMG.DS)
6C/6E
~E-Hottoway (03BN
+CHE Date/Time Received
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